Background. In order to maximize the benefits of community-based participatory research, effective ownership over the research process must be at least equally in the hands of the community. A previous social network analysis documented that the participatory research process shifted ownership from academic to community partners, but did not show what actions and strategies fostered this shift. Objectives. This study follows the trajectory of a community-academic partnership and asks, from the perspective of the project stakeholders, which actions and strategies over the lifespan of the research led to the observed shift in ownership and decision-making from the original external academics to the community stakeholders? Methods. Qualitative description using inductive thematic analysis. One academic and five community stakeholders identified as central in a previous social network analysis, participated in retrospective, semi-structured interviews. Results. Actions deemed to have fostered the observed shift in ownership included: existence of a strong champion; stimulating 'outside' ideas; emergence of core people; alignment of project goals with stakeholders' professional roles; involving the right people; personal qualities of the champion; trust-building; and active use of participatory engagement strategies. Conclusion. Although communities must take ownership over the research process to assure sustained action and change, a strong, trusted and accepted outside champion who actively enacts participatory engagement strategies can facilitate the participatory process and provide community stakeholders the time and support they need to achieve meaningful and sustained leadership roles. These findings have implications for how partnership research is designed and implemented, both in community and in clinical organisational settings.
Introduction
Participatory research (PR) is the co-creation of new knowledge by researchers working in equitable partnerships with those affected by the issue under study or those who will benefit from or ultimately act on its results (1, 2) . The desire to influence 'knowledge translation', 'social justice' and 'self-determination' have been identified as the three principal goals or values that drive PR and lead researchers to take a partnered approach to knowledge creation (3) . Although participatory researchers apply participatory engagement strategies (4) with these values in mind, least is understood about the effectiveness of strategies undertaken to achieve self-determination. Even where community ownership and self-determination over research has been evaluated over time (5, 6) , perceived ownership was measured as an outcome of an overall 'black box' process of participation by community members, with no exploration of individual strategies within the participatory process that intentionally targeted community ownership or self-determination.
Although PR questions may originate from the community, they often stem from the interests of outside academic who may propose the intervention or research idea (2, (7) (8) (9) . In an earlier phase of an 18-month study, longitudinal social network analysis (described in 'Salsberg (a)' in this volume) was undertaken of a community School Travel Planning (STP) committee whose goal was to develop a 'walking school bus' program to increase the physical activity of elementary school children in an Indigenous community in Canada (10, 11) . The STP committee consisted of an 'outsider' academic PI, three other academic stakeholders and nine community stakeholders from school, health promotion and public service sectors. From this analysis, network maps emerged describing a significant shift in knowledge leadership from the non-community academic investigator at T1 (January 2013), to community stakeholders at T4 (November 2014). (see 'Salsberg (a)' in this volume for full network analysis.) This shift in knowledge leadership represents the building of community ownership and self-determination over the research process and resulting intervention. Although the network results described the shift in influence, they do not explain it. Therefore, this current qualitative study introduced these same stakeholders to the network results after T4 and asked them to (i) interpret the changes of influence at each time; (ii) describe what actions or strategies helped democratize the decision-making process leading to community ownership; and (iii) describe the extent to which they attribute the influence-shifts to these actions or strategies.
Methods

Setting and context
This study is part of the Kahnawake Schools Diabetes Prevention Project (KSDPP), a 23-year old community-owned PR partnership between the Kanien'kehá:ka (Mohawk) community of Kahnawake, Quebec, Canada and academic researchers from neighbouring universities. (Please see online supplemental materials for details on KSDPP and the STP project.)
Data collection
This analysis is part of an overall mixed-methods study using a social network approach to analyse network change over the course of the observation period. This current piece of that larger study employs a qualitative description methodology. Five community stakeholders and one academic stakeholder (the PI/champion) participated in individual 30-60 minute interviews between January and March 2015. The sample represents members of the STP committee who were identified as central actors in the earlier social network analysis. Data was collected using retrospective, semi-structured interviews. Prior to interviews, the PI/champion was asked to complete a questionnaire based on best practice participatory engagement strategies derived from leading PR practitioners (4) . This tool asked the PI/champion to identify engagement strategies used during the project, and to rate their significance or frequency of use. During the subsequent stakeholder interviews, the interviewer first introduced the respondents to the results of the network analysis and the maps representing the evolution of the stakeholder committee from T1 to T4 (please see network maps presented in the companion 'Salsberg (a)' paper, also found in this volume), and then led the respondents through the changes in stakeholder influence described therein. The interviewer first asked the respondents if they agreed with or had any comments on the network findings. Then the respondents were asked about strategies, actions or events that may have led to the observed changes. Probes were used to ask about predetermined strategies that were identified by the PI/champion. The network maps served as useful interview tools that respondents referred to during the interview as they discussed actions and strategies.
Analysis
Qualitative description relies on thematic coding through constant comparative methods borrowed from grounded theory (12) . Texts are read, creating code hierarchies that are continuously revised as they are applied to new text. Emergent codes are in turn grouped into overarching themes, describing the phenomenon under study (13) . Results of this qualitative study contextualize the results of the network analysis, by allowing stakeholders themselves to explain the perceived meaning of the changes in influence documented at each stage. This is intended to provide insight into how influence shifts within community-academic PR partnerships.
Results
Stakeholder interpretation of the social network results
All stakeholders interviewed, community members and the PI/champion, felt that the evolution of knowledge leadership described in the network results was an accurate reflection of what occurred over the course of the participatory research project. Stakeholders were able to look at the described network evolution and relate it to who they saw as actively contributing to the project at its various stages. The four graphic representations of the network at T1-T4 served as useful tools for the remainder of each interview, with respondents frequently referring back to them while making points about people's participation or leadership.
[ 
Stakeholders' perceptions of the participatory process
The STP committee members reflected on the 18-month course of developing the STP project. Several key overarching themes emerged, summarized in Supplementary Table S1 and described in detail here, represent values or aspects within the participatory process that respondents saw as underpinning the shifts in ownership over the course of the project.
Strong champion
Community stakeholders commented on the important role of strong project leadership and management, particularly early in the project. None of the community stakeholders initially had time to act as project champions, and were pleased to have someone fill that position. By assuring that administrative and coordinating tasks were taken care of, the PI/champion [Susan] created the space for the community stakeholders to easily step in and make program decisions, be meaningfully engaged and participate in actions in a way that did not impose unduly on their time.
When we showed up to do something, she was ready with all her paperwork. She was ready to tell us any results and things like that. We had information. Outside ideas can be refreshing and stimulating
Community stakeholders, particularly those within the school system, valued the input of outsiders. They expressed the sentiment that ideas from outside their organization or even their community could be refreshing and stimulating, breaking them out of the inertia of their regular routines.
I think… it sometimes helps to take the idea from outside… because it's just something that you don't see. You're just so used to everything going on but somebody from the outside sees it.
[Karen -Community Stakeholder]
Having an outside stakeholder propose the idea stimulated the initial action necessary to launch the project and create the seed for the early stakeholder network (please see network maps presented in the companion 'Salsberg (a)' paper, also found in this volume). And this tighter group began to see themselves as taking ownership of the project:
Emergence of core people
It came down to a core group at the meetings and we did do our tasks, like, being involved in those tasks builds the ownership.
[Alice -Community Stakeholder]
Alignment of project goals with stakeholders' professional roles
Community stakeholders expressed the importance of having a project that fitted well with the needs of their individual organisations and their own job goals. The composition of the committee included not only those who could make a valuable contribution to the project, but those for whom the project made a valuable contribution to their individual needs and goals. The alignment of professional and project goals created space for engagement. This can be seen most strongly in those who became central actors as the project evolved, while those for whom the project aligned less well gradually became less involved.
Because the people there, it was their mandate to do these things. They were the right people. We were generating data that was useful for more than just this project. 
Personal qualities of project champion
PR is predicated on relationship-building, particularly between community and outside stakeholders. Individual personalities must be able to work well together and enjoy their collaboration -particularly in projects spanning long periods of time. All respondents talked at some length about the personality and commitment of [Susan], the PI/champion. They felt that she, as an individual, was very well suited to work in their community, displaying interest, respect and friendship toward those with whom she was working. These qualities reflect the personal and cultural humility necessary to bridge the community-university divide (14) .
[Susan] worked very hard at working with us, or for us. The PI/champion not only displayed qualities of cultural humility, but also the gentle persistence needed to sustain efforts at earlier phases before other stakeholders began consistently to take leadership roles: 
Trust-building
Meaningful engagement is built on trust between academic and community stakeholders, built over time (15) . Although trust comes from repeated experience over the course of working together, it also rests on a foundation that may start 'before the actual project even begins'. Community members found it easier to trust the non-community champion because they saw her giving and contributing 'before' she asked for community support for her project. Furthermore, she continued to contribute and 'help out around the office' at more than one organization throughout the course of the project.
It helped that [Susan] came in earlier as a student and did things and helped out in the community with things that weren't related to her project. So people began to recognize her… 'Ah, her! We know her. She was at the walk, she was ladling out soup over here, she helped at the elders' lodge…' People felt very comfortable about her. And she was a very nice person too! [Joanne -Community Stakeholder] This period of trust-building both preceded and coincided with the project initiation phase (T1). However, the PI/champion's actions and interactions over the entire course of the project served to sustain and maintain the trust necessary to allow the participatory process to continue (8, 15) .
Active use of engagement strategies to facilitate transfer of responsibilities to the community Finally, community stakeholders specifically discussed ways that the PI/champion facilitated their active engagement in the project. Supplementary Table S2 summarizes participatory engagement strategies and how they were rated by the PI/Champion and applied by the committee. Noted within the table are the comments and quotes from respondents demonstrating the perceived utility of these strategies toward their ability to engage in and take ownership over the project. One significant strategy area was not captured in Supplementary  Table S2 since it did not emerge from the review of frequently-used engagement strategies (4) . The PI/champion took it upon herself to state and restate at regular intervals over course of the project that this was 'your project, not mine,' and that the community stakeholders were the ones who ultimately would have to make it work. She did this intentionally to assure that the committee was not lulled into the comfortable state of relying on her to do work that they would ultimately need to do themselves once she had completed her PhD and was gone. Every respondent commented on this, feeling that this was significant in keeping them engaged, even at times when they felt the PI/champion should have continued to present strong leadership.
She didn't want to interfere obviously, which was fine. But you know she had to be the champion for I think maybe a little bit longer than she expected.
[We] told her, "you're the champion, you have to act like it. You have to educate people and they then can take it over."
[Mike -Community Stakeholder] She kept kind of mentioning that she wouldn't be there the whole, like forever. This isn't her project. It's our project.
[ Alice -Community Stakeholder] This continuous prompting by the PI/champion is an 'intervention on the network', intended to shift knowledge leadership towards community stakeholders. This intervention was ongoing from the project's initiation (T1) through its maturation (T2).
Discussion and Conclusion
Despite PR often being defined as a methodology, particularly within more qualitative or constructivist research paradigms (16, 17) , it is important to situate it as an 'approach' to co-governance that encompasses whichever design or methodology is appropriate to answering the research question at hand (1) . This understanding liberates PR practitioners from the confines of standardized application, allowing them to explore, adopt and adapt strategies that are contextually appropriate and most likely to lead to meaningful engagement and ownership among 'these' community stakeholders. Context, in this sense, holds broader meaning than simply geography, history or culture. It refers to the mix of the particular stakeholders, their needs, goals and personalities, as well as other more intangible qualities of the partnership. Furthermore, the way stakeholders interact and the structure of this interaction can help determine which engagement strategies are appropriate or will likely foster community ownership. The STP project, under the guidance of its non-community PI/ champion, endeavoured to apply such strategies as they deemed appropriate for their setting, and for the mix of stakeholders who were involved. Thematic categories that emerged from this inquiry are an expression of the 'intangible' partnership qualities that form a critical part of the context in which the identified participatory engagement strategies were enacted. These furthermore can be seen to form the baseline conditions from which the structural relations (i.e. social network) among the stakeholders evolve.
PR tends to attract researchers who are naturally predisposed to allowing community to take the lead, possessing the professional and cultural humility required to divest themselves of power that traditionally falls to the principal investigator (8, 18) . To this end, the identified participatory engagement strategies were conscientiously enacted to maximize this eventuality. The review of participatory engagement strategies (4) highlighted knowledge gaps in identifying certain relational aspects of participatory research. Among these were the issue of power dynamics and ways of decentralizing decision-making, and ways to address the equitable sharing of resources between community and researchers. The review also recognized that more human aspects of partnerships have not been adequately addressed, including the time needed to consolidate partnerships, personality clashes, and institutional cultures. Our current findings highlight the significance of the PI/champion's personality, particularly her affability, cultural humility, determination to have the community take the lead and, significantly, her willingness to invest in building the community's trust prior to proposing the project. These personal qualities were perceived to be at least as significant as the adoption of engagement strategies, and therefore can be seen to fill the gap in understanding how participatory research strategies foster community ownership. Furthermore, these findings are equally applicable in all settings where trusting academic/stakeholder partnerships are necessary to create and translate appropriate, context-relevant evidence for action. This includes clinical and organisational partnerships with patients, providers and service managers.
Oetzel et al (19) . explored the construct validity of properties of Wallerstein's (20) community-based participatory research conceptual model. They identified influence and power dynamics, participatory decision-making, leadership and resource management, as dimensions of group dynamics that underpinned successful participatory research. Our social network analysis was well suited to the task of describing the partnership's group dynamics, and our qualitative findings highlight the role of participatory engagement strategies in shifting leadership, influence and decision-making over the course of a project. Both Oetzel and Jagosh (15) identify mutual trustbuilding as a key mechanism determining successful partnerships. This trust, particularly community members' trust in the intentions of the academic partners, is critical in creating culturally appropriate research, enhancing community capacity and sustaining interventions and outcomes past the end of the project (15) .
Limitations
Limiting the interview sample to central stakeholders may have neglected opinions from more peripheral stakeholders who were unavailable within the limited time constraints. Future studies should also investigate the perceptions of those stakeholders who did not become as engaged to understand the shortcomings of these identified strategies.
Conclusion
Our findings indicate that strategies that facilitated community involvement in planning and decision-making successfully led to the creation of an intervention program that was culturally appropriate and relevant to the needs of individual stakeholders and their organisations, and has been sustained to date since the departure of the original project PI/champion. The community's perception of the PI/champion's time helping in the community before the project, commitment to the project and determination to take a back seat to community leadership, fostered the trust and self-determination that led to these outcomes.
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Supplementary data are available at Family Practice online.
